. Different uses of the governance concept. differences tend to crystallize along two different dimensions, one regarding the substantive content of governance, the other regarding its practical character. Thus, along the rst dimension, there is a difference between those who view governance as concerned with the rules of how to conduct public affairs and those who see it as steering or controlling public affairs. Along the second dimension, the difference is between governance as an activity and a process. As Figure 1 indicates, these differences tend to coincide with disciplinary or institutional boundaries. Students of public administration share with international development agencies the notion that governance is about steering or control, but differ in that the former regard it as process while the latter treat it as activity. International relations scholars share with students of comparative politics the notion that governance is about the "rules of the game" while they have divergent views on its character, the former treating it as process, the latter as activity.
The literature on governance in the eld of public administration has grown in recent years as more and more scholars have recognized that conventional jurisdictional boundaries of administration no longer have the same relevance as in the past in explaining what happens with formulation and implementation of policy. This was rst noted by European scholars but it has now also become an integral and increasingly prominent part of American public administration theory. In one of the rst and more comprehensive treatments of governance, Kooiman (1993) and his colleagues argue that governance is comprised of purposeful actions to guide, steer or control society. They recognize that this process involves both governmental and nongovernmental actors. Governance is the regularized,
